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Abstract 
The crossborder cooperation can boost the economic development for each participant country in the area, mostly 
depending on the depth of the relation between the neighbouring countries. The basis for it consists in the common interest 
for improvement of life standard, in ensuring a sustainable and harmonious framework and in the clearance of frontier 
barriers, restrictions or other factors.  In view of improving of the social-economical position of the regional communities 
and removing of the negative effects of the border, the local communities are more and more involved in the regional 
collaboration. The present paper aims to define a baseline for a strategy concerning a potential multi-urban development 
pole, as specific case Suceava-Cernivtsi. It starts by establishing the actual general framework from economic, behavioural, 
geopolitical and administrative point of view in terms of the potential that can rise from a crossborder area. Further it 
gathers few field research conclusions from two field studies, one made on Romania-Ukraine-Republic of Moldova 
crossborder area and second one on a smaller geographic part, in the Romania-Ukraine crossborder area. Both, the general 
grounds rising from scientific literature and field research results, are contributing to a part of the SWOT analysis for 
Suceava-Cernivtsi crossborder area, in terms of opportunities and threats. Also, for this area we fix some reference points 
relevant for a strategy we will work on a wider research in order to capitalize the potential, as a future step. The paper is 
relevant as theoretical background for the field research that will follow and it implies a multidisciplinary approach on each 
of the mentioned domains in order to identify opportunities and threats. 
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1. Multi-disciplinary relevant approaches in the scientific literature 
1.1. Center-periphery approach on crossborder areas 
The Center-Periphery model has been outlined by John Friedman between the years 1966-1973, and it 
represents an extended version of the cumulative causality. He considered four types of region in which the 
world could be divided into. First type, core-regions as high potential centers with for growth and innovation, 
second type, beyond the cores, the ascending areas in transition toward growth, thirdly, development corridors 
are ascending transition areas which link two core cities, and fourth, resource-frontier regions as peripheral 
areas. This concept was extended to continents. The rich countries as Germany and France are attractive for 
labour force coming from peripheral countries as Spain, Greece, Romania, Bulgaria or EU neighbourhood 
countries. In the core area there are higher wages and prices, and reversed, in the periphery are low wages due 
to the lack of employment, fact that makes the development of the periphery to be retarded. Also, Friedman 
considers the center-periphery relationship as a second phase in the historical sequence of the regional 
development, which comprises four stages as described in (Constantin, 2004): the pre-industrial localizations 
model, the center-periphery model, the dispersal, fragmentation of the periphery and the development of a 
spatial system integrated by interdependent regions. What is essential in Friedman’s center-periphery theory is 
the emphasis on the autonomy-dependence model, which considers the national economic space as a system in 
which the distribution of power does not tend to be equal, and it reflects a persistent and dominant model of 
mutual exchanges between towns and regions. The central regions or big cities are defined as in control over 
their own destinies, while the peripheral regions such as borders are dependent and controlled by the before-
mentioned. 
The concept pair center-periphery of Friedman was later introduced in the historiographical analysis by 
Immanuel Wallerstein (1974) and Fernand Braudel (1979), in order to explain the genesis of the new European 
system between 1450 and 1640. In Braudel’s view  (Braudel, 1989), the new European space rose in the 16th 
century as an “European world economy”, based on a world market, a new international labour division and the 
rise of the centralized state. In the former empires the economic flow was maintained from the periphery to the 
center by force, in the form of tributes and taxes, and by the advantages of the monopoly on the trade, while in 
the new global system the link between the system parts was purely economic, without a centralized political 
apparatus with an expensive maintenance. Further, the analyses structured the European space in three areas: 
the center, as nucleus, of the global economy, on the North-West Europe, semi-periphery – in Central Europe 
and periphery – Eastern Europe and Latin America. 
As a completion and updating of the center periphery pattern in Europe as historically shaped by Braudel 
and Wallerstein, in 1996 Huntington comes with a newer landscape for the centers, peripheries and the situation 
of the research area compound by the border areas of North-Eastern Romania, parts of Ukraine and Republic of 
Moldova  (Huntigton & trad. Carp, n.a.). He considers that the nucleus states in the European Union are France 
and Germany with the next circle – Belgium, Netherlands and Luxembourg, intermediary – Italy, Spain, 
Portugal, Denmark, Great Britain, Ireland, Greece, Austria, Finland and Sweden, and the last circle, as a 
periphery, Poland, Hungary, Czech Republic, Romania and Bulgaria. Huntington’s question  is where is the 
Eastern border of Europe, and one of the answers, based on historical religious movements, is that the line 
crossing the western part of Ukraine and going down through the middle of Romania, separating historically the 
catholic West and the orthodox East is the border. Russia is another nucleus, “the equivalent of France and 
Germany”, having as next circle Republic of Moldova and Belarus, as orthodox countries. Also he debates the 
situation of Ukraine that is – still nowadays, visibly broken in two parts – a western one, with the European 
Union orientation and an eastern one, with deep Russian roots and attraction. Considering all the above we 
designed a map that illustrates the multiple peripherality of the Romania-Ukraine crossborder area as a source 
of threats but opportunities too (Slusarciuc, 2014). 
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In terms of development of crossborder areas, there is of interest the theory of cumulative causality firstly 
discussed by Gunnar Myrdal who was considering that the development process is not equal, as linked to the 
center-periphery theory (Myrdal, 1957). The endogenous increase of the incomes creates differences between 
regions because of its amplifying effect, also, the underdeveloped regions will continue to be such, as long as 
the development mechanisms are developing the already existing mechanisms. The theory considers that two 
effects are produced – one, “backwash”, when under the cumulative development process a region expands 
economically through its own forces, and second, “spread”, when the economic development process of a 
region spreads to another region. 
The crossborder areas, as common peripheries, are characterized by marginality (Vergatti, 2006) in 
various fields: economy, transport, infrastructure, culture, population density that could be in a decreasing 
process as effect of migration to cities. That makes most of the crossborder areas weak, mostly in the frame of 
nowadays gravity to the national centers and ideas. The hot points that are putting pressure on the crossborder 
areas are coming from different administrative structures and competences, different fiscal and social 
legislation, difficulties in cooperation between SMEs in the lack of crossborder suppliers and sales markets, 
different spatial planning and legislation, different environment and waste legislation, different exchange 
currency rates, different transport systems, different labour markets, salary levels and social security systems, 
the development of a specific crossborder tourism with economic bases that has impact on the environment 
protection, stereotypes or tensions among the communities from both sides of the borders. 
The cooperation in the crossborder areas faces three main types of challenges (Krämer, 2011) that can lead 
to threats: the first ones - the mental challenges such as preconceptions, stereotypes and tensions accumulated 
during years, the second type of challenges - social and economic differences, meaning the one between the 
Western part and the Eastern part; the third challenge - the distance to the centers and periphery. As far as the 
European Union borders in the actual frame there are important changes that affect the internal and external 
European borders  (Leibenath, 2008): the increase of permeability at the internal borders in the same time with 
a decrease of the permeability at the external borders; financial incentives, legal pressures, ideas and paradigms 
are focused on the crossborder cooperation process; there is a loss of role from the side of national governments 
as gatekeepers of crossborder relations; the border between sovereign states is not separating the two countries 
but there is a mixture of functional spaces such as economic, social, legal or identity, the functional 
fragmentation being accepted more than a territorial bordering. It is considered that the traditional functions of 
the borders will face some changes in the border regions of the countries (Clement, 2006) such as: an increase 
of the crossborder flow of trade including both the traditional export-import and the informal border 
transactions, a change in the structure of the trade, investments, consumption and employment, the ‘location’ of 
some economic activities will tend to move more to the peripheries where some production factors are cheaper - 
as opportunity for Eastern EU border neighbour countries. The globalization process can shift the role of border 
areas from peripheries of economic activity to attractors of new industries or of expansion of existing ones, 
leading to economic development of the region. Moreover, the crossborder cooperation shows good effects for 
the border regions in terms of economy of scale, the negative externalities and the transaction costs. 
The above points of view expressed in the scientific literature set up the general opportunities and threats 
for a crossborder area to which we add the specificity of areas at the Eastern border of European Union. 
1.2. Other relevant approaches in the scientific literature 
In this section we propose few approaches that are linked to the crossborder areas in terms of behaviour, 
innovation systems and governance that the scientific literature from sociology, administrative sciences and 
regional innovation systems area provide. These models are relevant as base for the structure and main lines of 
a future strategy for Suceava-Cernivtsi as multi-urban development pole. 
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In terms of behavioural sciences, a group of researchers (Bhagat, et al., 2002) proposed a conceptual 
model for crossborder transfer of knowledge between organizations that assert a direct relation between the 
effectiveness of crossborder knowledge transfer and the type of knowledge involved in the process of transfer. 
Moreover, the transfer of knowledge is affected by the cultural patterns of transacting way, especially the 
nature of them, and by the cognitive styles of the persons involved in the crossborder transactions. This model 
is relevant in terms of crossborder cooperation that has as aim the economic development. In this view some of 
their conclusions are to be considered. A first conclusion states that crossborder transfer of knowledge between 
organizations reaches the highest effectiveness when the type of transferred knowledge is simple and explicit, 
and when the transfers are in a similar cultural contexts. In contrast, transfer is least effective when the type of 
knowledge being transferred is complex, tacit, and systemic and involves dissimilar cultural contexts. The 
second one refers to the differences between the individualist and collectivist cultures - organizations that 
belong to individualist cultures have a better transfer or absorption of the explicit or independent knowledge 
than organizations that belong to collectivist cultures that have a better transfer or absorption of the tacit and 
systemic knowledge. 
In the area of the regional innovation system (RIS), we identified a recent work of two researchers 
(Lundquist & Trippi, 2013) based on forms of proximity and other literature on crossborder areas. They 
identified three stages in the development of crossborder innovation, highlighting the main features and 
drawbacks for each phase. The crossborder regionalization is seen as a complex phenomenon, a process placed 
between civil and public law combined with a group of informal and formal relations between different 
organizations and actors. The crossborder integration should be a point for interest having as base the assumed 
involvement of the actors with divergent goals or unbalanced power relations and it should be considered that 
the crossborder behavior and the decisions of the actors in crossborder context is affected by the historical 
events. The authors suggested a conceptual model that considers three ideal levels of crossborder integration: 
weakly integrated systems, semi-integrated systems and strongly integrated systems. The three levels have very 
different degrees of physical, functional, cognitive and institutional proximity leading to very different 
opportunities for crossborder knowledge interactions to rise. In case of weakly integrated systems it can be 
distinguished a low level of crossborder economic relations, respectively a lack of knowledge interactions or 
innovative relations. In case of semi-integrated systems, to which the researchers refers to as ‘an emerging 
knowledge-driven system’, the asymmetry levels between the actors are decreasing and can rise opportunities 
for more reciprocal benefits on both sides of the border. The level of strongly integrated systems of crossborder 
RIS development are considered the most advanced from all three levels from the point of view of innovation-
driven integration. Any policy should be figured out with consideration of the level of crossborder RIS 
evolution. Therefore, in case of the weakly integrated systems, that is significant for our paper, an increased 
efficiency for policy actors can be acquired mainly by promoting a socio-cultural change in order to accept the 
idea of crossborder integration processes, by setting up adequate crossborder governance structures or by 
improving transport infrastructure and also, it can be detected few sectors that can be used as role models and 
to encourage knowledge exchanges as part of the policy agenda. As following steps that should be kept in mind 
are in the spirit of strengthening the integration efforts especially in the economic, scientific, institutional and 
socio-cultural fields. 
A third relevant scientific approach that we propose for the theme of the paper rises from administrative 
sciences (Emerson, et al., 2012) and it concerns the collaborative governance (CG). The authors synthesize and 
extend into an integrative framework for CG many of previous works - concepts, research findings and 
practice-based knowledge. In their view, a definition of collaborative governance includes processes and 
structures of public policy decision making, constructive involvement of people from crossborder areas 
working in public agencies, levels of government, private and civic fields, public purpose that could be 
accomplished only with their involvement, and they promote the model of collaborative governance regime – 
CGR. From their model we find proper for our research some features that are connected to the crossborder 
cooperation. Thus, the trust and mutual understanding or the shared commitment or motivation can be built by 
continuous and qualitative interaction between actors, as stimulants for creation of a good capacity for joint 
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activities. The shared approach of the partners can help the implementation of collaborative actions. As an 
application, we identified in the Romanian scientific literature an approach on crossborder cooperation, where 
governance can be the decisive element that allows actors to reach the common ground necessary for successful 
projects (Alupului, 2012). Following the analysis conducted in its paper the author concludes that, due to the 
evolution of society, the state as the coordinating organism is no longer sufficient to ensure continuous, 
effective and sustainable development. For these reasons, the society tends to seek another form of organization 
able to meet these needs. Governance, through the complexity of required processes, succeeds in achieving the 
kind of connections that may go beyond any kind of political interests and achieve some goals of major 
importance for everyone involved, directly or indirectly. Going to the level of crossborder cooperation, 
governance plays a major role for these regions facing a relational and decisional vacuum. Implementation of a 
crossborder project requires the agreement of all parties concerned, harmonization of formal action, especially 
the informal component that may prove to be decisive. The success of such projects is possible when it reaches 
an optimal level of resonance between all stakeholders, which will lead to easier implementation of 
development strategies useful both sides located on the two parties of a border. 
From these models we can extract hypotheses for the field research, therefore we will verify if the cultures 
of the two communities, from Suceava and Cernivtsi, are both similar or different in terms of individualist or 
collectivist cultures, we will establish if Suceava-Cernivtsi area is closer to a weakly integrated system or a 
semi-integrated system and we will identify the state of institutional framework in order to set up a 
collaborative governance solution. 
2. Field study relevant findings 
For the field research we selected results from two field studies which are relevant in terms of the specific 
perception about factor that influence the cooperation in Suceava-Cernivtsi area that can be SWOT items. The 
first study, made in 2012-2013, was focused on Romania-Ukraine-Republic of Moldova crossborder area that 
consists of the following administrative units: Romania - Suceava, Botosani, Iasi, Vaslui. Galati and Tulcea 
counties, Ukraine - Odesska and Chernivetska oblasts and the entire territory of Republic of Moldova. The 
study subjects were experts in crossborder cooperation that had a layered representativity: geographical area, 
local/regional/national level, field (as administrative, business, universities and nongovernmental 
organizations). The details of the results can be found in another paper that describes most part of the results 
(Slusarciuc & Prelipcean, 2013). The second field study attempt started at the end of 2013 and it is work in 
progress and it is a survey conducted together with the Regional Office for CrossBorder Cooperation Suceava 
for Romania-Ukraine Border (RO CBC Suceava). The survey addresses to general stakeholders involved more 
or less in the crossborder cooperation but with potential of future involvement in Suceava and Botosani 
counties, a next step being the questioning the stakeholders in Cernivtsi area. The stakeholders should be 
covering the dimension of field, meaning that they are from public administration (ex: county councils, cities 
administrations, county institutions), nongovernmental organizations and business field (chambers of 
commerce and industry, business support organizations).  The details of the preliminary results are the same 
part of a separate paper (Slusarciuc, 2014). In the following we will focus only on the findings relevant for the 
theme of the present paper. 
In the first study the experts hierarchized two categories of factors: ones that contribute to the crossborder 
cooperation development in Romania-Ukraine-Republic of Moldova area and ones that block the crossborder 
cooperation development in Romania-Ukraine-Republic of Moldova area. The order of first category of items, 
contributing factors, in the experts view was: the existence of common values, contacts between institutions 
and local/regional administrations, identification of common trade and economic issues, people to people 
contacts, need for investments, political cooperation, visa facilitation, financial cooperation and last, 
management of the population migration. Also the experts proposed some other factors that contribute to the 
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cooperation, namely the overcoming of negative stereotypes, the right behaviour at the border crossing point, 
the harmonization of the legal frame and tourism. On the other side, the hierarchy of the second category of 
factors, the ones that block the crossborder cooperation development in Romania-Ukraine-Republic of 
Moldova area, was: different legal systems, membership to different supranational structures (EU Member 
State/EU Partner Country), economic gaps, language differences, territorial disputes and historical events. The 
experts’ proposals for additional factors that block the cooperation were: the visa issues, the wrong behaviour 
of the officers at the border crossing point, the lack of common strategies for economic and social cooperation, 
the lack of short and medium term plans for the implementation of those strategies and the excessive duration 
of the projects assessment. 
In the second study the two questions concerning the factors that are influencing in positive or negative 
way are similar as ones in the case of experts, except that the list of factors registers few differences. The 
stakeholders’ order of factors that are contributing to the crossborder cooperation was: identification of 
common economic issues and development of local/regional strategies, contacts and partnerships between 
public institutions and local/regional administrations, need of investments in common interest areas, people to 
people contacts, facilities in getting the visa, common values. On the other side, one of negative effects, he 
ranking that stakeholders made by now of the factors that block the crossborder cooperation in the research area 
is: lack of local/regional strategies, political instability, membership to supranational structures (EU Member 
State/EU Partner Country), significantly different political and administrative systems in the two countries, 
major economic gaps, and the last communication difficulties. 
The hierarchized factors can be distributed as opportunities, threats, strengths or weaknesses of Suceava-
Cernivtsi crossborder area and completed with some other items from the future field research, than prioritized 
in an A’WOT frame (Slusarciuc & Prelipcean, 2013).  
3. Reference points for capitalizing the potential in the crossborder area between Suceava and Cernivtsi 
In this section we do not detail or approach the events during the end of 2013 and during 2014 that placed 
Ukraine in the core of geopolitical movements. This does not mean that we do not take in consideration the 
effects that this events can have on the particular crossborder area Suceava-Cernivtsi. We assume that from 
social and economic point of view there will not be significant changes in the situation of the area, before the 
conflict started, Suceava County and Cernivtsi region had a steady or slightly increasing curve in GDP and 
steady or slightly decreasing curves for unemployment, therefore the situation could be considered manageable. 
The evolution of the conflict can change the frame significantly in a year time but the factors cannot be 
detected or measured now. Still, the two regions will keep the geographic proximity and the common historical 
links and relationships, also based on this assumption we will draw or reference points for capitalizing the 
potential. 
One of the fix points is represented by the reality of periphery that it is less possible to be change soon, no 
matter what geopolitical scenario will be. This makes the area weak and affected by marginality as described in 
the section 1.1. Another fix point is the fact that the two regions will belong to different countries, any scenario 
of other possibility being excluded in the next years. Anyway, even if in the frame of belonging to the same 
country, any cooperation and joint approach of development is welcomed and not damaging. 
Any strategic approach should be in the idea of increasing the compatibility between the different 
administrative structures and competences, different fiscal and social legislation, finding solutions to increase 
the cooperation between SMEs, focusing on common environment issues despite the different environment and 
waste legislation, harmonization of the different transport systems and configuration of transport networks that 
link the area to more centralized area to overcome the center-periphery effects. 
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A good reference point is to work on the crossborder transfer of knowledge keeping in mind the society 
differences from the individualism-collectivism point of view and to find the simple and explicit way of 
framing the knowledge in order to make the transfer efficient. 
A permanent reference that should be build is the trust between the partners from the two regions, the 
maintenance of reciprocal understanding and internal legitimacy, continuous commitment that is shared by both 
regions and common motivation for the development of the area as a whole and not as two regions belonging to 
different countries. 
4. Conclusions 
The multi-disciplinary approach of the research area is very important because it gives a supplementary 
dimension of the phenomena. The geopolitical side places the area in the general movement of world 
influences of power and decision, not only in the economic field but also in creating supra-national structures, 
partnership choices based on interest, proximity, or both, therefore creating centers and peripheries. Also a deep 
specificity of the research area is the frontier phenomenon with encouraging or discouraging factors of 
cooperation in any field, caused by more formal differences sometimes than informal similarities.  The 
crossborder area has a significant potential for knowledge transfer and in this sense we found in the literature 
models that stress the effects of cultural patterns or the cognitive styles of the partners in the process of 
transferring knowledge between organizations from both sides of the borders. Considering the membership to 
different supra-national structures with different rules, cultures and systems, the model we have identified can 
help in building a new financial instrument in the crossborder area. As far as regional innovation systems 
approach, we consider the research area as a stage I – weakly integrated system but on the path close to stage II 
of a semi-integrated system. Therefore the scientific literature gives us a solution on the way of transforming 
the crossborder area in a strongly integrated system not only in economic field but on the social, cultural and 
institutional those are deeply correlated with the economic one. Further, in the administrative sciences literature 
we found a matching concept that can be considered in designing the economic future of the research area, the 
one of collaborative governance as the form of organization that is emerging from bottom not from 
governmental level, mostly in regions where projects are implemented and an optimal level of resonance 
among the stakeholders is needed. 
The present paper defines a baseline for a strategy concerning a potential multi-urban development pole, 
as specific case Suceava-Cernivtsi. Firstly we established the actual general framework from economic, 
behavioural, geopolitical and administrative point of view in terms of the potential that can rise from a 
crossborder area. Further we presented few field research conclusions from two field studies, one made on 
Romania-Ukraine-Republic of Moldova crossborder area and second one on a smaller geographic part, in the 
Romania-Ukraine crossborder area. Both, the general grounds rising from scientific literature and field research 
results, are contributing to a part of the SWOT analysis for Suceava-Cernivtsi crossborder area, in terms of 
opportunities and threats. Also, for this area we fixed some reference points relevant for a strategy we will 
work on a wider research in order to capitalize the potential, as a future step. The paper is relevant as 
theoretical background for the field research that will follow and it implies a multidisciplinary approach on 
each of the mentioned domains in order to identify opportunities and threats. The expected results of the wider 
research are to set up a strategical frame for a multi-urban crossborder development pole having as study case 
Suceava-Cernivtsi area.  
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